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PER CURI AM
M ssouri inmate Bernard W1 liams appeal s the district court's’
denial of his 28 U S.C. 8§ 2254 petition. W affirm

After a jury trial, WIllianms was found guilty of forcible
rape, forcible sodony, and stealing nore than $150. On direct
appeal, WIlliams conplained of anbiguity in the sentence, his
classification as a class X offender, and the denial of his notion
for amstrial. The court clarified the sentence and affirned the
conviction. WIllians's state post-conviction notion and notion to
recall the nmandate were unsuccessful.

'The Honorabl e Joseph E. Stevens, Jr., United States District
Court for the Western District of M ssouri.



Wllians filed this federal habeas petition, alleging that his
return to Mssouri after his arrest in Kansas was W thout any
| awful authority, and that the trial court erred in overruling
defense counsel's notion to suppress evidence and statenents,
because the police officers arrested WIlianms wthout probable
cause. As cause for his failure to raise these clains on direct
appeal, WIllians alleged his appellate counsel was ineffective.
The district court denied WIIlians's habeas petition, concluding
that Wllians's clains were procedurally barred, that his appellate
counsel was not constitutionally ineffective for electing to raise
on appeal only those clains she found nost |ikely to be successful,
and that WIlianms had not shown "actual innocence."”

WIllians renews his argunents on appeal and additionally
argues he should not have been found guilty because a | aboratory
report reveal ed that bl ood, saliva, and hair sanples did not match
those of WIllianms, and his trial counsel was ineffective for not
introducing this report into evidence.

Initially, we note Wllians's claimthat his trial counsel was
ineffective in failing to present the |laboratory report into
evidence is unreviewable, as WIllians raises this issue for the
first time on appeal. See United States v. Dixon, 51 F.3d 1376
1383 (8th Cir. 1995). W agree with the district court that
Wl lians's remai ning clains were procedurally barred. See Whitml|
v. Arnontrout, 42 F.3d 1154, 1156 (8th Cir. 1994) (failure to
exhaust state renmedies by presenting clains to state court results
in procedural bar wunless petitioner denonstrates cause and
prejudice or fundanental mscarriage of justice), cert. denied,
116 S. C. 249 (1995). W also agree with the district court that
WIllians's appellate counsel was not constitutionally ineffective
for failing to raise every ground Wl lianms requested. See Smth v.
Murray, 477 U.S. 527, 536 (1986). Finally, we do not believe that
failure to consider these clains would result in a fundanenta
m scarriage of justice, as there was sufficient other evidence of
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Wllians's guilt. Accordingly, we affirm

A true copy.

Attest:

CLERK, U. S. COURT OF APPEALS, ElIGHTH Cl RCUIT.



